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COMMENT #1
PAGE 10F 5
Comment Response 1-1
T
F. 1
Bl P, K0 ri In summary, these comments indicate that volcanism, as evident from the
existence of the caldera, should have been considered as an accident
initiator.
Mr. COry CrET This SA examined specific issues as directed by court order (see Section
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2.3). Volcanismisnot included in this analysis. However, volcanism has
been addressed in other NEPA and Safety documentation. Volcanismis
much less likely to start an accident than other events, such as earthquakes.
That iswhy, in the SSM PEIS for example, earthquakes and other more
likely events were examined, while volcanism was screened from being a
dominant risk contributor.

Comment Response 1-2

This comment indicates a belief that the possible release of material from
TA-55 is much greater than that established by thisanaysis. The
individual’s concern included the assumption that there is more plutonium at
TA-55 because there are more weapons and more material in TA-55 dueto
pit manufacturing activities.

In order to manufacture pits, more material will not be used in the
manufacturing lines. This analysis took into account material that could be
exposed and therefore released during afire scenario. In comparing this
analysisto the 1969 fire at Rocky Flats, several factors should be considered.
The same materia type, or material-at-risk, was considered in this analysis
aswas involved in the fires at Rocky Flats. However, substantial differences
exist between how much material was handled at Rocky Flats and the
manner in which it was stored, etc. Rocky Flats could make approximately
2,000 pits per year and had substantial quantities of material in
manufacturing lines to accomplish this mission. TA-55 will make no more
than 80 pits per year. There is no need to increase the amount of material in
the manufacturing lines to support the pit production mission. Therefore, pit
manufacturing does not increase the amount of material that could be
released beyond what could already be released based upon what is handled
at PF-4. These quantities of material are well below what would have been
considered the amount of material at risk at Rocky Flats.

It should be noted that nuclear weapons are not handled at LANL.
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Comment Response 1-3

This comment indicates that DOE omitted several areas that could result
in the spread of afire. The commentor also indicated that other on-going
work at TA-55 could potentially start afire or vice versa and these have
not been considered in the accident analysis.

A seismic event can not cause a pit to reach critical mass. For apit to
reach critical mass, it must be compressed by high explosivesin just the
right way in order for chain reactionsto occur and thus a nuclear blast
(neither high explosives nor nuclear weapons are handled in TA-55).
Seismic events or other random events do not create the conditions under
which apit could reach critical mass.

Appendix B is a detailed description of the criteria necessary for afireto
start and be sustained in order to spread into a building-wide fire. The
analysis was not limited to the pit manufacturing area, but included an
analysis of the other work going on in PF-4. The analysis examined the
history of firesin all types of DOE buildings where plutonium was
handled. Thisincluded the fires that occurred at Rocky Flats, process
specific fireinitiators in PF-4, and historical information on possible pre-
cursorsto firesin PF-4. Activities outside of PF-4 are sufficiently far
away that they would not effect operations in the building.

Firesin PF-4 have been confined to gloveboxes and have been very
infrequent. Severa instances of possible pre-cursors were considered as
fireinitiators, even though the instances themselves never resulted in a
fire. Thus, the analysisis considered conservative, When all of this
information was assembled, the result was only one chancein 2.5 hillion,
that afire could start and spread into a building-wide fire at PF-4.

Residues in the duct work were a concern at Rocky Flats, but did not
contribute to any fire. The 1969 fire at the plant was sustained because
plutonium was staged along connected glove-boxes. Thisis not the case
at PF-4. Plutonium is not staged in the glove-box lines and must be
stored in containers. These types of barriers ensure that afire, if started
in one glove-box, could not propagate to other glove-boxes. Although
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Comment Response 1-3 (Cont.)

there is some minor contamination in the glove-box lines, thereis
nowhere near enough material to start or spread afire.

Comment Response 1-4

This comment indicates that the analysis did not consider magma flow
and continental drift in determining the frequency of an earthquake
initiated building-wide fire at PF-4.

Tectonic forces, i.e., “magma flow and continental drift”, were
considered when deriving earthquake probabilities. They are considered
by studying the faults near the laboratory and near individual facilities.
In both the SA and the Wong (1995) report, studies of the fault system
are described. Characteristics of these faults are then used to derive the
likelihood or potentia for different magnitudes of ground motion or for
surface rupture to occur.

Please note that the geo-thermal research that was done at the laboratory
was not attempting to drill into the magma beneath the caldera. This
geo-thermal research was conducted around Fenton L ake (southwest of
the laboratory) and injected water into the ground. These activities did
not have the potential for causing earthquakes or other seismic events.

Comment Response 1-5

Comments indicated that probability and plausibility were not adequately
defined and explained.

Probability was defined as part of the definition for frequency on page 10
of the Supplement Analysis. Probability is the chance that an event will
have a certain outcome, for example, every time a coin is flipped, thereis
a50% chance of getting heads and a 50% chance of getting tails.
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Comment Response 1-5 (Cont.)

In the case of DOE’ s analysis of a building-wide fire propagating from a
glove-box fire, the event is operating PF-4 over the course of ayear and
the possible outcomes are operating without a building-wide fire, or
operating and having a building wide fire. For any year that we operate
PF-4, there is essentially a 0.00000004% percent chance of having a
building-wide fire, but at the same time there is a 99.99999996% chance
that the building will operate during a year without a building-wide fire.

DOE was directed by the court to examine the plausibility of a building-
wide fire at PF-4 under certain circumstances. Plausibility does not have
ascientific definition. Whether or not DOE considered the outcome
plausible was based on the results of the analysis. For the example of the
coin toss, either heads or tailsis considered very plausible because for
each coin toss, each result has the same chance. On the other hand, for
each year of operating PF-4, the probability of having a building-wide
fireisvery small; thus, building-wide fires are not considered plausible
at PF-4.

Comment Response 1-6

This comment indicates that the analysis did not consider the impacts of
accidents on people in TA-55 and the impacts of other activitiesin TA-
55 on neighboring areas.

The analysis did consider the impacts of the accidents, discussed in this
SA, on neighboring areas. In Appendix C, the scenario considered the
extent of releases from PF-4 in a building-wide fire. Doses were
calculated based on the hypothetical transport of this material to the
population within a 50-mile radius of PF-4. The impact of a building-
wide fire was estimated at 22-33 excess latent cancer fatalities to the
population within a 50-mile radius of PF-4 (see response to comment
1-7).
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Comment Response 1-6 (Cont.)

Because this analysis was responding to specific issues from a court
order, the analysis did not consider other potential accidents at TA-55.
However, the LANL SWEIS provides a comprehensive accident analysis
for the laboratory, including accidents at TA-55 as well as other areas at
LANL and their impacts on surrounding areas.

TA-55 has had no accidents that dusted the parking lot with
contamination. The accident consequences, as given in this SA, are not
meant to imply that these accidents happen on adaily or yearly basis. As
stated before, the frequency of these eventsis very small.

The laboratory monitors for potential contamination in air emissions
from PF-4. The laboratory also monitors for potential contamination in
and around its facilities. To date, based on monitoring results, there are
no indications of any contamination in the parking lot or work areas
around PF-4 at TA-55. The laboratory does publish the results of its
monitoring program in its annual environmental reports. The public
reading rooms contain copies of these reports

Comment Response 1-7

These comments indicate that there are consequences in the accident
analyses-specifically radiation sickness and cancer-caused deaths other
than fatalities that should be considered.

Asdiscussed in the analysis, the doses and the dose rates are not high
enough for prompt fatalitiesto occur. Thisisalso true for radiation
sickness. The doses, as given in this analysis, would have to occur over
seconds or minutesin order to cause radiation sickness. In
this analysis, the doses are a 50-year cumulative effective dose
equivalent. Doses at this level have not been demonstrated to cause
immediate deaths or radiation sickness, however, cancer related deaths
could occur. The potential for cancer related deaths, associated with the
accidents analyzed in this SA, were included and are defined as latent
cancer fatalities. The estimate was for 22-33 possible latent cancer
fatalities.

asuodsay 7 JUBWINJ0(] JUBLULLOD

666T 1snbny



9-d

CONCERNED CITIZENS FOR NUCLEAR SAFETY (CCNY)
COMMENT #2
PAGE 10F 4

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

ccnis

Concerned Citizens for Vuclear Safely

Progust 4, 1999

M. Cory Cruz

Albaquergue Dffice Project blansger
Nuclear Programs [hersion
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Concerned Clilzens foe Muclear Safety (0CNS) submibs for DOES consideration
these encesed oomments oo the Supphement Analysis (384) for the Sockpibe
Sh"l'd.".l*lllj.'l and Hann_:.;err.cﬂ.t |55M] [\n.'gnmr.'uhc Erviromrmenial Impq:l,
Steement (FEIS). CONS has had an actve intenest in the entire PEIS process
for the muclear weapans comples sroe 1991,

DOE states that this 54
i-|:ll!\.'i|'|l.'!]|_'\.' eximnnes bve saes rused E".rrugh yadiciall pevie
[u:-r."a'RDC et al o=, Pode]. These issues are:
*  Implications of recent selambc studies nganding pit
manufacharkg actions a LANL
*  Plusibiliby af a building wide fire at LAML propagated from a
ghovebor
* Flausibility-af 2 bildimg wide fire at LANL reaulting Froms s
awiene (arthgualo
* PFlasibility of 2 ailding wide fiee at LANL rosuliing fram
sibolage
* Extent to which & building wide fire at LAML would result im
the releaze of plutonm. 54, pages 8- 9

To the limited soope of the 54, DOE added examination of
= Extent to which a hu:ik|i|'g—wi|]u fire conld remudt o
COPGECRIES 1o the General Public, and implications for siting
the pit fabricativn misson. 54 page 9.

Urder “ Analysss of Iswes", THOE dedares
For each of the six isases outlined above, this Supplemeant
Anailysis exzamines B factots given in the CEQ negulatiors at 41
CTR 15 81341}
() Ageraies
(1) 5hall prepare supplements o eiber draft or final
envinsemental mpac statemwnis L

T Cienngo S PR R S P el e [ROE] SAE-1970

(This page intentional ly left blank)
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(£} The agency makes substantial changes in the proposed
action that are relevant to envirenmental concerns; or

(i) There are si!;n'ififam W circumstances or information
relevanl fo environmental concerns and bearing on the
proposed actors or i impacts. 5A page 15.

The conclusion of the SA 1
Az a result of the information and .1nr||:.'yi5 contained in this
Supplement Analysis, DOE has concluded that none of the six
issues analyzed in this Supplement Analysis either represents
substantial changes to the actions considered in the 554 PEIS, ar
provide significant new information relevant to the
environmentzal concerns discussed i the 558 PELS, and
therefore ne supplement o the 55M PEIS i required. 5A page
M

DOE has perhaps successiully shielded ltself froen any further judicial
review on the six narrow Bsues analyzed in the 54 CCNS does mot wish o be
endlessly arpumentative for its own sake, but it does appear that DOE is
charging the “ball game” deseribed in the S5M PEIS. CONS is ravw compelled
o argae these Fl,\inls;:

1} DOE has effectively proposed substantial changes bo the actions considered
an the S50 FEIS (and therefore fo the Stockpile Stewardship Program as a
whole);

2} There are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing an the propesed actions or ity impacts:
3 Significant new information relevant to the environmental concerns
discussed in the 558 PEIS should be provided by DOE; and

4} Therefore a supplemnent to the SSM PEE is requined

The following lines from DOE's recent “Lab/MV Integration Strategy”
vww;._;raﬁh} are h‘idrﬂtia:}':
* Move promptly WE0 warhead responsibility b LLML
= Move prompily pit surveillance workload o LLN1
& LAMSCE beamline is 'irl.jccmr for big (HICeY) praton
accelerator for radicgraphy
* Build and support the future hydrodynamics radiography
intrasbrecture ab LAML
* ATLAS and Pepgasus facilibes ta NV

Nane of these actions were contemnplated in the S5M PEIS. DOE may well
argue that these are just (deas or trial balkons that are not yet ripe for analysis.
Circumestantial evidence indicates that is not the case, with emphasis an the
use of the word “promptly.” For ATLAS In partsealar, it should be noted that
anly two specific projects (ATLAS and the National [gnitian ]:.]fiht}.-] had full

environmentsal impact stafements as inlegral components of the S5M PEIS. To

now have ATLAS re-sited to Nevada is 2 clear and obviows significant change
o the S5M PELS and its Record of Decishon,

LN Cinmnmens on S5M PEIS 54, 804099, page X

Comment Response 2-1

In summary, the commentor believes that, due to issues outside the scope
of this SA, the SSM PEIS should be supplemented. These issues include
the “LAB/NV Integration Strategy”, infrastructure considerations at
LANL, and the formation of a semi-autonomous nuclear weapons

agency.

First, in responding to these comments, a clarification may be in order.
DOE has promulgated atiered approach to implementing its NEPA
strategy. Thistiered approach is consistent with NEPA, CEQ
regulations, and DOE regulations. Thistiered approach allows for broad
actions to be considered in programmeatic documents. Additional
documentation, such as project specific or site specific NEPA
documentation, can then be prepared to implement its programmatic
decisions. As such, any necessary project specific or site specific
implementation does not require the supplementing of the programmatic
document, in this case the SSM PEIS.

Comment Response 2-2

The actions, described by the commentor as the “Lab/NV Integration
Strategy”, are being considered by the Department to implement portions
of the SSM program. The consideration of such a strategy does not
modify, reverse, or revise the purpose and need for the SSM program. It
is essentially a business operating decision for implementing the SSM
PEIS. This conceptual strategy and its potential outcome, as with any
project in its early stages, will be reviewed to determine if additional
NEPA documentation is necessary. At the conclusion of the
Department’ s review, appropriate NEPA documentation will be
developed and provided to the public for review, consistent with CEQ
and DOE regulations. However, because the strategy is till being
discussed within the Department at a conceptual level, there are no
actions ripe for decision (certainly not within the context of this SA)..
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There are also LANL-specific changes that buttress CCNS’ argument for a
Supplemental PEIS. These are:

1) Increasing evidence of the demise of the CMR Building’s supporting role in
plutonium pit production;

2) Related evidence of the eventual construction of a CMR-replacement
facility at LANL'’s TA-55; and

3) Increasing evidence that the planned rebuild for the Nuclear Materials
Storage Facility at TA-55 may never occur.

All of these changes are reflected in the current Senate Energy and Water
Development Appropriation Bill (S. 1186). Specifically for the CMR Building,
DOE argues in the SA that
Impacts for operating CMR were considered in the SSM PEIS as
part of the No Action Alternative, because CMR was not part of
the proposal for the pit manufacturing mission (no pit
manufacturing operations would be conducted in CMR).
Instead, CMR is part of the LANL infrastructure that is
maintained to support all of its missions. The SSM PEIS
acknowledged that this infrastructure would be maintained and
therefore DOE would not have to establish a new infrastructure
at LANL to provide this support. SA page 22.

First of all, CCNS has always found DOE's arguments to not include the CMR
Building upgrades in both the SSM PEIS and the LANL SWEIS as specious and
contradictory to the spirit (if not the letter) of the National Environmental
DPolicy Act. CCNS believes that the CMR’s NEPA history is a classic case of
DOE's chronic tendency towards improper NEPA segmentation. Secondly, now
that it is increasingly likely that DOE will have to construct a new and
substantial plutonium infrastructure at LANL (“substantial” defined as a CMR
replacement building and possibly a special nuclear materials vault, all likely
contiguous to or in close proximity to the plutonium pit production facility),
DOE'’s argument that supporting facilities are part of LANL’s “No Action
Alternative” infrastructure and need not be analyzed is largely undermined.

With respect to S. 1186, the Office of Management and Budget has issued an

interesting “Statement of Administration Policy.” In it, OMB states
The Administration believes that it is premature for the bill to
include provisions for a realignment of the facilities and
missions of the Department’s National Laboratories and facilities
in support of the Stockpile Stewardship program. The
Department has begun initial studies of possible realignments
and will work with Congress as soon as the Administration has
completed its analysis. No major action can be taken to
implement such a plan until appropriate studies are completed
including revisions to_the Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement on Stockpile Stewardship and Management.

CCNS Comments on SSM PEIS SA, 8/4/99, page 3

Comment Response 2-3

As discussed in the responses to comments 2-1 and 2-2, the potential for
infrastructure changes at LANL do not change the purpose and need for
the SSM program or the ROD. In effect, whether or not the SSM
program was implemented, the infrastructure at LANL would have to be
maintained to support the ongoing missions which currently exist at
LANL.

Consistent with DOE’s NEPA regulations, the LANL SWEIS has dealt
with the issues of maintaining the infrastructure and providing the
capability and capacity to implement the SSM PEIS. Asstated in this
SA and referenced in the LANL SWEIS, pit production is not the driver
for considering alternatives to analytical chemistry support at the
laboratory nor isit the driving requirement for the NMSF. The pit
production mission does not require an overall increase in material
handling, storage, or chemical analysis. These are required as part of the
baseline infrastructure needed to conduct plutonium operations at the
laboratory. Today (and for at least the next ten years), the pit production
mission can be supported by the infrastructure at the laboratory (any
exception to this are explicitly analyzed in the SSM PEIS and the LANL
SWEIS). DOE agrees that a major realignment of the facilities and
missions needed at the laboratories to support stockpile stewardship
would require a reexamination of the SSM PEIS. However, DOE is not
actively pursuing such a major realignment at this time.

Comment Response 2-4

Regardless of how the Department is organized, it still must comply with
all ES& H laws, rules, and regulations, including NEPA. The purpose and
need for the SSM program would not change with the internal
reorganization of the Department. The environmental risks considered in
the PEIS would not change, because of the re-organization. The basis for
the decision in the SSM PEIS would not change because of are-
organization. For these reasons, an internal reorganization would not
cause DOE to supplement the SSM PEIS.

Ultimately, the realignment of an organization or agency and the
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Comment Response 2-4 (Cont.)
OMB "Statement of Administration Policy”, June 11, 1999, page resulting roles and responsihilities is a business decision. Such decisions
3. Emphasis added. 1 g - A .
themselves do not typically result in environmental impacts. If it
becomes apparent that actions resulting from these decisions could

OMB claims that this statement was “coordinated with the concerned

agencies”, which, in this case, would have to be DOE. CCNS then agrees with 2-3 . . ,
DOE's position, as reflected by OMB, that no major actions should be taken somehow Change the environmental Impact of the agency’ s programs,
until the SSM PEIS is revised. As DOE's realignment plans, as evidenced by the Cont.

then additional NEPA reviews would be required.

viewgraphs, appear to be well advanced, DOE should begin to prepare a
supplement to the SSM PEIS without delay.

An additional broad programmatic circumstance reinforces the need for a
supplemental PEIS - - the virtual political certainty that a semi-autonomous
nuclear weapons agency will be created. Currently, the sticking point of
ES&H responsibility remains a critical part of ongoing congressional debate.
A PEIS supplement should examine whatever adverse effects a greater degree 2-4
of autonomy might have on what is already DOE Defense Program’s dismal
ES&H history. CCNS believes that a semi-autonomous agency may well
represent “significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed actions or its impacts.”
40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii). To repeat, DOE should begin to prepare a supplement
to the SSM PEIS without delay which analyzes and considers all of these
issues.

Respectfully submitted,

g Fr T

[

LANL Program Director

CCNS Comments on SSM PEIS SA, 8/4/99, page4
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